criticised Cyprian for introducing a "universalist ecclesiology" based on law and modeled on the Roman imperial ideal. By contrast, Afanasiev's vision of the church was based on the (primitive) local eucharistic assembly where each local church fully manifested the church of God in Christ. Grace and love replaced law, the Eucharist replaced the Episcopate. Whilst this "localist" theory has laudable ecumenical aspirations for reconciling Catholic and Orthodox churches, it also fails to address the crucial question of what happens to communion when churches are in severe disagreement about fundamental issues. For Cyprian such issues were ultimately discerned by the bishops acting in concert.
Safranski has contributed a carefully considered and scholarly study to the growing volume of recent monographs on the legacy of St. Cyprian. Questioning many previous scholarly interpretations of ancient writers (pagan and Christian alike) as precursors of modern theories of tolerance, Van Nuffelen offers an alternative approach to the study of late antique thinking about tolerance and its intellectual presuppositions. He proposes to do this in explicit dialogue with the modern concept of tolerance, as it is not possible to write intellectual history without questioning the modern categories that guide such analysis. I find as fair play Van Nuffelen's way of making modern conceptions more visible, since we have the modern categories working behind our back in any case. Another problem to date has been the strong focus on the Constantinian Turn as a fundamental break, after which the use of violence is supposed to have substantially increased. Yet, violence was in use to assure religious conformism already in the third century, as the Roman state started to show interest in promoting religious unity in the Empire. As Van Nuffelen argues, the Christian arguments in favor of using violence were rooted in classical thinking.
Van Nuffelen shows in his analysis of individual writers (Tertullian, Libanius, and Themistius), as well as imperial letters (the Letter of Galerius in 311 and the "Edict of Milan" in 313), that each author and text needs to be read in its specific context. Consequently, it would be erroneous to understand Tertullian, for example, as evidence of a pioneer demanding religious liberty for every individual. Tertullian made an effective rhetorical distortion in portraying the Roman state as "liberal" and claiming that it had granted religious liberty to all but Christians. In reality, the Roman state interfered regularly and brutally in religious matters. The liberty given at a certain point of time to a group of people to follow their ancestral cults did not impede the state from limiting liberty when a cult was thought to transgress Roman morality. Thus, in the eyes of the Roman legislator, liberty was never absolute. Neither was the "Edict of Milan" a charter of absolute liberty. Its objective was not general tolerance but restitution of the properties of Christian communities. The "Edict of Milan" as well as the discussions in the fourth century were based on a shared understanding of monarchic monotheism. All religions were expected to worship the supreme deity, and this shared worship was taken as guaranteeing peace and welfare in the empire. There was no neutrality of the state in religious matters. Instead, there was the idea of the state as a community aimed toward the Supreme Good or supreme deity. This was not a late antique innovation but rooted in the earlier ideas of the ancient state as a moral and sacred community.
Van Nuffelen draws our attention to the late antique abundance of various writings connected to debates and dialogues, such as collationes, disputationes, dialexeis, and altercationes. The ideal debate, based on the method of rational persuasion, was an encounter between two opponents who could discuss freely, without constraint, on neutral terrain. As Van Nuffelen admits, this ideally free exchange of ideas was not always actualized. One of the most notorious cases was the Council of Aquileia in 381, where Ambrose turned the council into proceedings against Palladius, his "Arian" opponent. The ideal of free debate nonetheless lived on. Such debates continued in the Middle Ages, with sects labeled as heretics participating in them.
Late antique writers repeatedly stated that religious conversion had to take place as the result of a free choice. At the same time, they argued that coercion eliminated obstacles and facilitated a person's access to the truth. Compared to modern people, late antique thinkers did not see such an absolute opposition between coercion and liberty of conscience. Constraint was a response to the difficulties of persuasion, especially in Augustine's defense of coercion in his Letter 93. Van Nuffelen shows that late antique ideas of coercion as a pedagogical tool had their intellectual roots in ancient philosophy. Obstacles such as a lack of knowledge (Plato), lack of control (Stoics), and finally dysfunction of the will (Augustine) were to be overcome through discipline. Constraint should never be the goal per se, only a method directing people to the Good. To modern eyes, late antique reasoning (as seen, for example, in Augustine's Letter 93) has a tinge of totalitarian brainwashing. For Augustine, it was the intention ("not in hatred, but in love") that was decisive. Here, a modern person tends to be more cynical than Augustine, wishing perhaps that people would not be so eagerly loved.
Finally, Van Nuffelen discusses the violent events described in late antique sources, setting violence in the wider context in which corporeal punishments were accepted as part of Roman society, especially when executed by superiors in the social hierarchy. He correctly points out that research has too often focused on paroxysmal events, such as the destruction of pagan temples and attacks against philosophers. He criticizes the tendency to group various social phenomena into a single category of "violence," even though there existed different types, ranging from domestic violence to warfare. He analyzes the accounts of famous incidents, including the destruction of Serapeum in 391-392, narrated by Rufinus of Aquileia, and the conversion of the Jews in Minorca in 418, narrated in the letter of Severus.
In his book, Van Nuffelen shows how late antique tolerance was articulated around the notions of monotheism, truth, and authority. Persuasion, coercion, or tolerance could not be goals or virtues per se, as they were thought to function as tools or methods in the progress toward the Supreme Good. Van Nuffelen invites us to consider what is the Supreme Good of our modern times and the limits of our own tolerance. "Ce petit livre," as he calls his book (11), is thought-provoking, full of sharp and concise argumentation, and articulated in polite fashion.
Maijastina Kahlos, University of Helsinki
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It is not surprising that the modern study of the performance of ancient oratory has flourished for periods from which we have ample extant dramatic textsclassical Athens and republican Rome. The coeval phenomena of Euripides and Demosthenes allowed a methodological approach that took root in theater studies of the fifth century b.c.e. easily to be transferred to oratorical studies of the same period, with results that often stressed the close relation between the two. Thanks to the extant corpora of Libanius, Themistius, Gregory of Nazianzus, Symmachus, Ambrose, and others, the fourth century c.e. is as rich a period for the study of oratory as any that preceded it, but little attention has been paid to the socio-historical or literary aspects of the performance of these orators' speeches (perhaps, then, due to the comparative absence of contemporary dramatic texts, and any accompanying field of late antique theater studies). Quiroga's volume is the first serious attempt to investigate the dynamics of rhetorical performance in late antiquity. His scope, sensibly for a succinct book of 171 pages, is rather more focused than the title suggests: chronologically almost exclusively concerned with the fourth century c.e., and geographically/culturally with Greek orators of the eastern Mediterranean (albeit a mixed group of sophists, philosophers, and bishops). Furthermore, rather than primarily an attempt to reconstruct the physical or visual aspects of actual performance (as scholarship on classical oratory has done before him), his aim is "to explore what narrations of rhetorical performances from late antique sources can offer us in order to improve our
